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have a picture of Russ Feingold in my mind) 
and the Arizonan has made campaign finance 
reform such an important matter that he 
was willing to risk offending a president of 
his own party. I’m attracted to people of 
principle. 

Similarly, I’ve been denouncing the sub-
stitute lately put forward by Sen. Chuck 
Hagel (R–Neb.) because my colleagues who 
know about these things say it is a sham— 
even a step backward. I don’t like shams. 

The problem is (boy, this is humiliating!) I 
don’t know what I want. 

Do I want to keep rich people from using 
their money to support political issues? Po-
litical parties? Political candidates? No, that 
doesn’t seem right. 

Didn’t the Supreme Court say money is 
speech, thereby bringing political contribu-
tions under the protection of the First 
Amendment? That pronouncement, unlike 
much that flows out of the court, makes 
sense to me. If you have a First Amendment 
right to use your time and shoe leather to 
harvest votes for your candidate, why 
shouldn’t Mr. Plutocrat use his money in 
support of his candidate? If it’s constitu-
tional for you to campaign for gun control, 
why shouldn’t it be constitutional for 
Charlton Heston and the people who send 
him money to campaign against it? 

If money is speech—and it certainly has 
been speaking loudly of late—how reasonable 
is it to put arbitrary limits on the amount of 
permissible speech? Is that any different 
from saying I can make only X number of 
speeches or stage only Y number of rallies 
for my favorite politician or cause? 

But if limits on money-speech strike me as 
illogical, the idea that there should be no 
limits is positively alarming. Politicians— 
and policies—shouldn’t be bought and sold, 
as is happening far too much these days. 

The present debate accepts the distinction 
between ‘‘hard’’ and ‘‘soft’’ contributions— 
hard meaning money given in support of can-
didates and soft referring to money contrib-
uted to political parties or on behalf of 
issues. 

McCain-Feingold would put limits on hard 
money contributions and, as I read it, pretty 
much ban soft money contributions to polit-
ical parties. Hagel would be happy with no 
limits on contributions to parties but has 
said he might, in the interest of expediency, 
accept a cap of, say, $60,000 per contribution. 

Hagel’s view is that the soft money given 
to parties is not the problem, since we at 
least know where the money is coming from. 
More worrisome, he says, are the ‘‘issues’’ 
contributions that can be made through non-
public channels and thus protect the identity 
of the donors. 

Why has money—hard or soft—come to be 
such a big issue? Because it takes a lot of 
money to buy the TV ads without which 
major campaigns cannot be mounted. Politi-
cians jump through all sorts of unseemly 
hoops for money because they’re dead with-
out it. 

So why aren’t we debating free television 
ads for political campaigns? Take away the 
politician’s need for obscene sums of money 
and maybe you reduce the likelihood of his 
being bought. We’d be arguing about how 
much free TV to make available or the 
thresholds for qualifying for it, but at least 
that is a debate I could understand. 

All I can make of the present one is that 
I’m for campaign finance reform, and I’m 
against people who are against campaign fi-
nance reform. I just don’t know what it is. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there now 

be a period for the transaction of morn-
ing business, with Senators permitted 
to speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, are 
we now in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

f 

SENATE’S FINEST HOUR 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, in 
my brief tenure in the Senate, I have 
never witnessed the Senate perform 
better or meet the expectations of the 
American people so unequivocally. The 
Senate is particularly indebted to the 
Senator from Kentucky, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, , and the Senator from Con-
necticut, Mr. DODD, for presiding over 
this debate and dealing with difficult 
moments. They have led the Senate to 
what is, in my experience, its finest 
hour. 

I will confess, when this debate began 
on McCain-Feingold, I had real reserva-
tions as to whether, indeed, an attempt 
at narrow reform could genuinely re-
sult in comprehensive campaign fi-
nance reform. This legislation has ex-
ceeded my expectations. The public 
may have expected simply an elimi-
nation of soft money, but many of us 
who have lived in this process know 
that the rise of soft money contribu-
tions was only one element in a much 
broader problem. 

This legislation is genuine com-
prehensive campaign finance reform. 
We have dealt with the need to control 
or eliminate soft money, but also re-
duce the cost of campaigns themselves, 
allowed a more realistic participation 
through hard money contributions, and 
dealt with the rising specter of elimi-
nating the class of middle-class can-
didates in this country by opening this 
only to become the province of the 
very wealthy. 

The burden may soon go from this 
Congress to the Supreme Court. I only 
hope that the Supreme Court meets its 
responsibility to protect the first 
amendment, assuring that in our en-
thusiasm to deal with campaign fi-
nance abuses we have not trespassed 
upon other fundamental rights of the 
American people. I understand that is 
their responsibility. I know they will 
meet it. 

I hope they also balance that this 
Congress felt motivated to deal with 
the problem of public confidence, as-
suring the integrity of the process; 
that, indeed, the Court is mindful that 
we have attempted to meet that re-
sponsibility. 

I have never felt better about being a 
Member of this institution. I am proud 
of my colleagues. I believe we can feel 
good about this product. It is not par-
tisan in nature. It does not deal with 
one part of this problem. It is broad. It 
is deep reform. It has been a good mo-
ment for the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the 
business before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in a period of morning business 
with Senators allowed to speak for up 
to 10 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may speak out of 
order without a limitation on time. I 
do not expect to speak at great length. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate 

will debate, beginning next week, legis-
lation that will be remembered by 
Americans for decades to come. 

The budget resolution that the Sen-
ate will debate will set the Nation on a 
course that will change, that will af-
fect, and that will impact upon people’s 
lives for a generation or more. 

How long is a generation? One might 
think in terms, in speaking of a gen-
eration, of 25, 30 years. We are at a 
unique moment—hear me—we are at a 
unique moment in the history of this 
Nation when we must decide what is 
the most appropriate way to allocate a 
projected surplus when we know that 
just over the horizon we are facing the 
staggering costs of the retirement of 
the baby boom generation. 

What do we mean in terms of the cal-
endar when we speak of the baby boom 
generation? I started out in politics in 
1946. The baby boom generation began 
then and there, for the most part, in 
1946. That was a good starting point. 
Ten years from now, when 53 million 
Americans are expecting Social Secu-
rity—hear me—10 years from now, 
when 53 million Americans will be ex-
pecting Social Security to be there for 
them in their retirement, they will re-
member—they will remember—whether 
we voted for a budget resolution that 
failed to address the long-term financ-
ing crisis that faces the Social Secu-
rity program. They will remember, and 
so will we. 

Ten years from now, when 43 million 
Americans—hear me, again—10 years 
from now, when 43 million Americans 
are expecting to rely on the Medicare 
program for their health care, they will 
remember whether we voted for a budg-
et resolution that failed to address the 
long-term problem—they will remem-
ber whether we failed to address the 
long-term problem—the financing cri-
sis that faces the Medicare program. 
Forty-three million Americans will re-
member us, whether we addressed the 
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financing crisis that faces the Medicare 
program. 

Ten years from now our elderly citi-
zens will remember if we, in our day in 
time, voted for a resolution that failed 
to provide a fair prescription drug ben-
efit. 

Ten years from now our children— 
our children—will remember if we 
voted for a budget resolution that re-
sulted in a nation with a failed infra-
structure—broken roads, dilapidated 
bridges, polluted water, water that is 
not safe to drink. They will remember 
if we voted for a budget resolution that 
forced them to go to crumbling 
schools. What will we say, when they 
say: Where were you? 

When God walked through the Gar-
den of Eden—in the cool of the day, 
when the shadows were falling, when 
the rays from the Sun were dying out 
in the west—Adam was hiding. God 
said, ‘‘Adam, Adam, where art thou?’’ 

Ten years from today, the people of 
America will look at today’s legisla-
tors, on both sides of the aisle—they 
will look at the mighty men and 
women who were given the awesome 
honor and the profound duty to serve 
this country in this hour—and they 
will say to us: Where were you? Where 
were you? You were there at a time 
when you could have acted to preserve 
this system, this Social Security sys-
tem, Medicare, our infrastructure, our 
Nation’s schools, its forests, its parks. 
You were there. You had the chance. 
You had the duty. Where were you? 

This is a critical debate. I have been 
through lots of them. This is as critical 
a debate, you mind me—hear me, listen 
to me—this is as critical a debate as 
you will ever participate in or witness 
or hear or see in your lifetime, this de-
bate that is coming up on the resolu-
tion next week. And yet as we ap-
proach this critical debate, we are 
being asked to do so without a detailed 
President’s budget, without a markup 
in the Senate Budget Committee, and 
based on highly, highly questionable 
10-year surplus projections—projec-
tions. Guesswork—that is what it is, 
these projections. 

When Alexander was being impor-
tuned by the Chaldeans upon his return 
from India not to enter the city of Bab-
ylon, Alexander said: ‘‘He is the best 
prophet who can guess right.’’ 

That is what we have here. He is the 
best prophet who can guess right. And 
who knows? Who knows? When one 
looks at these 10-year projections that 
tell us there will be these huge sur-
pluses, $5.6 trillion—that is the projec-
tion for 10 years—it isn’t worth the 
paper it is written on. What is the 
weather tomorrow? What is the weath-
er this coming weekend? What is the 
weather the middle of next week? They 
can’t tell us. With all of our marvelous 
techniques, they can’t tell us. What 
will the stock market do on Monday? 
They can’t tell us. They didn’t know in 
advance that it was going to drop 436 
points in one day. 

Yet we are told that we have massive 
surpluses down the road and, on that 

basis, on the basis of those projections, 
we are going to have a $1.6 trillion tax 
cut. And it is growing. All in all, it is 
already well over $2 trillion, and still 
growing. Some are saying we ought to 
have a bigger one based on these pro-
jections. 

We are operating without a detailed 
President’s budget, without a markup 
in the Senate committee, and based on 
these highly questionable 10-year sur-
plus projections. We do not have a de-
tailed proposal from the President of 
the United States on how to address 
the Social Security crisis. We do not 
have a detailed explanation from the 
President on how to fix the Medicare 
program. We do not know the details of 
his proposed budget cuts that are sup-
posed to help pay for his proposed $2 
trillion tax cut. We don’t have it. 

Yet we are not only being impor-
tuned but we are virtually being forced 
to take up this budget resolution next 
week with a beartrap restriction on 
time that militates against the Sen-
ate’s working its will. We are being 
forced into this situation, and we can’t 
even see through a glass darkly, as the 
Apostle Paul said. We are flying blind. 
You know the old saying: It is your 
money. 

I hear a lot of talk about bipartisan-
ship. I think that is what the people 
want—bipartisanship. Let us hope we 
can give it to them. But they want 
something else, too. They want us to 
do our work, and they want us to do 
our work well. That is what they are 
paying us to do. That is why they gave 
every Senator here the votes that 
placed upon our shoulders the toga of 
senatorial honor. With that honor goes 
the duty. 

They want us to do our work. They 
want us to do it well. They want us to 
represent their views and their inter-
ests well. Doing that—representing 
their views and their interests well— 
should be a bipartisan concern, a con-
cern of every Member of this body re-
gardless of party. 

It is our sworn duty, especially now, 
now when we are debating a budget 
that will set the course of this Nation 
for the next decade. And the ramifica-
tions of this budget will go far beyond 
the next decade. We owe our people our 
very best judgment. 

How can we exercise that judgment, 
if we don’t know the details of the 
President’s budget? How can any of us 
go back to our people at home and 
claim that we knew what we were 
doing on this critical matter—a budget 
that will largely set our course for the 
next 10 years and beyond—when we 
only had just a little, teeny-weeny 
glimpse of the picture on which to base 
our judgments and to base our votes? 
Conscience should pain us very deeply 
if we dare make that claim. 

The Members of this Senate do not at 
this time—not one Senator in this 
body—know the details of the Presi-
dent’s budget. Yet we are beginning to 
consider the budget in 2 days—Satur-
day, Sunday, Monday. Members have 

no committee report from the Budget 
Committee—none. Having no com-
mittee report, Members therefore have 
no majority views. Members have no 
minority views. We don’t have any 
committee report. We are denied a 
committee markup of a resolution. 

On that point, let me say, I have been 
told—I want to make this clear—I have 
been told by one of my colleagues in 
the Senate—it may be a Republican, it 
may be a Democrat; I am on good 
speaking terms with both sides—I was 
told that one of our Republican col-
leagues told this colleague, whom I am 
now quoting, that the reason the Budg-
et Committee did not vote on a budget 
resolution was that ROBERT BYRD in 
some way had precluded it or prevented 
it. 

Do you see what is going on here? 
There is an effort apparently to demon-
ize ROBERT BYRD, along with some 
other Senators. But I am the demon, 
understand, according to that rumor, 
and that is all it is. Apparently, the 
reason we don’t have a measure that 
has been reported out of the Budget 
Committee, called a markup, is that 
ROBERT BYRD somehow prevented it. 

I am waiting on any member of that 
Budget Committee to come to the floor 
and say that to me, right here and be-
fore other Senators. That is the kind of 
old wives’ tale, the kind of rumor, that 
has no basis whatsoever. Yet it is being 
used to create fiction here in the minds 
of the Republicans that the reason we 
don’t have that markup is because of 
Senator BYRD. It is what he did in the 
committee. He prevented it. He pre-
vented it. Senator BYRD prevented it. 

There isn’t a scintilla of truth in 
that. I have seen that happen before. I 
have been a victim of demonizing be-
fore in the Senate. 

I am the one who asked the question 
at the last meeting, ‘‘Is this the last 
meeting of the committee? If it is, why 
don’t we have a markup?’’ 

Well, Members have no committee 
report, Members have no majority 
views, and Members have no minority 
views because we have no committee 
report. We are flying as blind as if we 
were flying in a blizzard with our eyes 
sewn shut. It should be of no comfort 
at all to the American people, who are 
watching through those electronic eyes 
above the Presiding Officer’s chair, 
that the blindness is completely bipar-
tisan. 

Now that is truly bipartisan. The 
blindness is completely bipartisan. No 
Member of this Senate, regardless of 
party, has a complete picture of what 
is contained in this 10-year budget. 
Further exacerbating our common dif-
ficulties here is that there is no clear 
mandate for the President’s budget. 

I respect this President. I have an ad-
miration for this President. I like what 
he said in his inaugural speech. I like 
the fact that he referred to the Scrip-
ture, to the Good Samaritan. I like the 
fact that when I sat down with him at 
dinner in the White House last week, at 
his invitation—he was kind enough to 
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invite me, my colleague TED, the chair-
man and ranking member of the Appro-
priations Committee, and our wives to 
dinner at the White House. I like the 
fact that he said grace. He asked God’s 
blessing upon the food. In many circles 
in this town and across this land, the 
word ‘‘God,’’ except in a profane use, is 
taboo. Don’t mention God. On TV, I no-
ticed the other day a Member of the 
other body swore in a witness and said, 
‘‘Do you solemnly swear that the testi-
mony you are about to give is the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but 
the truth.’’ I said to my wife, ‘‘Why did 
that Member not also say ‘so help you 
God’ ’’? 

So you can use God’s name all you 
want to in profanity. That is the ‘‘in’’ 
thing, but don’t use it otherwise. But 
this President used God’s name. He had 
us all bow our heads. He didn’t call on 
me and he didn’t call on Senator STE-
VENS. He, himself, thanked God for the 
food. 

So what I am saying is, I have a 
great respect for this President, but 
this President has no clear mandate for 
this budget. Look at the Senate. It is 
50/50; half the people on one side, half 
on the other. So there is no clear man-
date for this President’s budget. The 
election was a virtual dead heat. Who 
would know that better than the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida, Mr. 
NELSON, who is on this floor. The elec-
tion was a virtual dead heat. The Sen-
ate is split 50/50. We have no clear di-
rection from the people on what they 
think of this budget plan. They don’t 
know about it. 

I say to Senators, as they said in the 
days of the revolution, ‘‘Keep your 
powder dry. Don’t fire until you see the 
whites of their eyes.’’ I think we ought 
to wait to see what is in this budget be-
fore we buy into it. Let’s wait and see 
before we have this concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget before this Senate. 

We have no clear direction from the 
people on what they think of this budg-
et plan because they don’t know what 
is in it. All they know is what they 
heard in a campaign that maybe start-
ed up in the snows of winter in New 
Hampshire. Maybe that is where this 
idea came from, the $1.6 trillion, or 
whatever it is. Maybe it is where some 
of the other things came from. But we 
have no clear direction from the people 
today on what they think of this budg-
et plan because they have not seen it, 
and neither have any of our colleagues 
on the right or on the left, on the Re-
publican side, on the Democratic side. 
We are all like the blind leading the 
blind, in which case we all fall into the 
ditch. 

Such a situation underscores every 
Senator’s responsibility to understand 
the details before he casts his vote in 
the name of the people he or she rep-
resents. 

(Ms. STABENOW assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, what I 

am saying is nonpartisan. I am saying 
on behalf of my colleagues on the Re-
publican side of the aisle, who are in 

the majority, in a 50/50 Senate: You 
have a right to know the details of the 
President’s budget. And I say that to 
my colleagues on the Democratic side: 
You have a right to know. And I say to 
the people out yonder in the hills, in 
the mountains, on the Plains, on the 
stormy deep: You have a right to know 
what is in that budget. And we won’t 
know because, apparently, the die is 
cast and the concurrent resolution on 
the budget will be called up next week 
under the restrictions of the Budget 
Act. 

So here we have it. It is the product 
of hearings and the product of the 
chairman’s work—the chairman and 
his staff. And I have a very high re-
spect for the chairman. He has been 
kind enough, upon occasion, to come to 
my office and talk with me about mat-
ters. There is a bond between us. It will 
not be broken, but what we are going 
to be voting on next week, the concur-
rent budget resolution—will be the 
handiwork, for the most part, at this 
moment, of the chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee. 

The House has passed a concurrent 
resolution on the budget. I have not 
seen it. It may very well be that the 
leader will call that up. That will be 
the basic measure on which we begin to 
work our will. 

There are reconciliation instructions 
in that measure. If there were rec-
onciliation instructions in the Senate 
measure that had come out of the 
Budget Committee, I would like, under 
the circumstances, to move to strike 
those instructions. There may not be 
any reconciliation instructions in the 
Senate Budget chairman’s proposal 
which may be offered as a substitute 
for the House resolution. Then perhaps 
there will be an alternative by the 
ranking member of the Senate Budget 
Committee. 

Who knows how this will work itself 
out? But let us say just for the moment 
that when the product leaves the Sen-
ate, it leaves without reconciliation in-
structions. It still has to go to con-
ference, and there Senate conferees 
will be faced with the reconciliation in-
structions of the House. They will be in 
conference. 

I know my colleague from Florida 
wants to speak or wants me to yield. 
Let me say before I yield, Senators 
simply do not know. It is a stacked 
deck. We do not know what the cards 
are in that deck. We do not know on 
what we will be voting. I say wait and 
see what is in that President’s budget 
before you make up your mind to sup-
port, for example, a massive tax cut of 
$1.6 trillion or $2 trillion, which is what 
it will amount to certainly by the time 
the other matters are taken into con-
sideration. Wait until you see. Do not 
jump, do not leap, do not start across 
that railroad crossing. The red lights 
are flashing. Do not start across it. Do 
not launch out into that unknown. Do 
not sign up. Do not sign up here. Let us 
wait and see what is in the President’s 
budget. I think you are in for some sur-
prises. 

A short time ago, we received an out-
line of the President’s budget. I have it 
right here—this so-called blueprint: ‘‘A 
Blueprint for New Beginnings.’’ Now 
that is just a little peek, a little peek; 
let’s see what this does; a little peek, 
just a little peek. We get to see just a 
little peek of what will be in the Presi-
dent’s budget. Yet, we are expected to 
sign on at this juncture and say: Sign 
me up; I am for that; I will be for that; 
I am for a $1.6 trillion tax cut, or what-
ever it may be. Sign me up. 

How are you going to pay for it? Out 
of what domestic programs is the cost 
going to come? You cannot count on 
those. It is really a laughing matter, to 
count on those projected surpluses out 
there. 

What are some of the programs that 
are going to help pay for that tax cut? 
I am going to sign up for tax cuts; put 
me down; put my name down; I am 
going to sign up for that. 

What are you prepared to give for 
that tax cut? Look at your children out 
there in those crowded classrooms. 
Look at the broken windows in the 
schools. Look at the broken plumbing 
in the schools. Look at our housing de-
velopments where the people live. Look 
at our parks and our forests. What 
about Medicare? What are we going to 
do about Medicare? What are we going 
to do about Social Security? What 
about our highways? What about our 
airports? What about safety in the air? 
What about safety in drinking the 
water in this country that comes out of 
the faucet? Are you willing to suffer 
huge cuts in those programs? What 
about energy? We are facing an energy 
crisis in this country. What are you 
willing to give there? And I can go on 
and on and on. 

Why do we want to get on board 
something blindfolded—blindfolded? So 
I say wait and see, wait and see. We 
should have the budget before us. We 
are the people’s elected representa-
tives. We have no king in this country. 
People decided that over 200 years ago. 
The people’s representatives—you, the 
Presiding Officer, you, the Senator, my 
friends on the Republican side—they 
are as entitled to know what is in this 
budget as we, the Democrats, are. 
Their duties are as deep, their respon-
sibilities are as demanding as are ours. 

So I am making a bipartisan, or non-
partisan, speech this afternoon, and I 
am saying: Let us have the President’s 
budget. No one can tell me that, this 
late in the game, the executive branch 
cannot share with us the budget de-
tails. Why won’t they share the budget 
details with us? They can do it. Why 
don’t our friends on the Republican 
side tell the people in the Republican 
administration: Share with us; we have 
as much a responsibility as the Demo-
crats have to know where we are going; 
share with us; what is in this budget? 

Even if I had to wait on the docu-
ment itself, why shouldn’t the adminis-
tration at this point in time be willing, 
and why should not Members on both 
sides feel the need for, the desire for, 
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the necessity for the details that are in 
that budget? They are available some-
where. Surely they are not going to fall 
from the skies on the first day after re-
cess. They are around. Why can’t we 
have them before we vote? 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Florida, Mr. NELSON. He is on the 
floor. He has been sitting here and lis-
tening, and he is now standing. I am 
prepared to yield the floor or I can 
yield to him, whichever he desires. 

I ask unanimous consent, Madam 
President, that I be allowed to yield to 
the Senator for a statement if he wish-
es or for questions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 

President, I thought it might be in-
structive in the course of this debate if 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia might explain the gravity of 
the situation contained within the 
budget resolution having to do with 
reconciliation instructions; how sev-
eral months from now it would bring 
back to this body a tax bill that would 
be able to be debated only under very 
confined circumstances, throwing out 
the history, the tradition, and the 
rules of the Senate which have caused 
it to be recognized as the greatest de-
liberative body in the world. 

Would the Senator please explain for 
purposes of this debate the threat to 
the institution that is known as the 
greatest deliberative body in the 
world? 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I 
thank the very distinguished Senator. 
William Ewart Gladstone, who was 
Prime Minister of England four times 
referred to the U.S. Senate as ‘‘that re-
markable body, the most remarkable 
of all the inventions of modern poli-
tics.’’ 

Why did he do that? Because this 
Senate is so unique there is nothing 
else in the world like it. There has 
never been anything in the world like 
it. It is the forum of the States, and as 
a result of the Great Compromise of 
1787, July 16, the States are equal in 
the Senate. The States are equal. 
Every State is equal to every other 
state when it comes to voting. 

Here, if anywhere, the people’s rep-
resentatives may debate freely and 
may amend at length. 

From 1806 until 1917, there was no 
limitation on debate in this body. 
Since 1917, of course, debate can be lim-
ited in this body by the invocation of 
the cloture rule. Other than that, the 
only way, as the Supreme Court has 
said, we can have debate limited in this 
Senate is if we limit it ourselves; if we 
agree by unanimous consent agreement 
that we will limit debate, then it will 
be limited. 

Now comes the Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974. From that 
day to this we have had, by virtue of 
that act, a Congressional Budget Of-
fice, we have had congressional Budget 
Committees in the two Houses, and we 

have agreed by that act to bind our 
hands and to restrict ourselves in re-
gard to debate and to amendments on 
concurrent budget resolutions, rec-
onciliation bills, and conference re-
ports thereon. 

The purpose of that act was to set up 
a framework of fiscal discipline which 
would allow us to oversee the whole 
budget, its revenues, its expenditures, 
and certain other elements of the fiscal 
equation, and exercise discipline and 
reduce the deficits. 

Prior to that time, we passed 13 ap-
propriations bills. Each little sub-
committee, being a little legislature of 
its own, adopted its appropriation bill 
without knowledge of what the other 
dozen subcommittees were including in 
the appropriation bills they were re-
porting out. We had no control over the 
global fiscal situation, but the Budget 
Reform Act enabled us to unify the ac-
tions of all of these subcommittees and 
to have better control of the overall 
fiscal picture and to exercise fiscal dis-
cipline. 

It came with a price, as I say. It 
came with very severe restrictions on 
debate time and on amendments. 

Now, to answer the distinguished 
Senator’s specific question, in the con-
current resolution on the budget we 
will lay out the blueprint for the year, 
and the impact will be for many years 
into the beyond. In that blueprint, 
there will likely be reconciliation in-
structions. The Concurrent Resolution 
on the budget, which will be coming up 
next week, has a time limitation of 50 
hours: 2 hours on amendments in the 
first degree; 1 hour each on debatable 
motions, or appeals or amendments in 
the second degree. 

But this measure will say to the Fi-
nance Committee in the Senate, or the 
Ways and Means Committee in the 
House, to report a bill providing up to 
x amount of money for tax cut pur-
poses. It may say up to $1.6 trillion. It 
will instruct that Finance Committee 
here or the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in the House to bring back a 
reconciliation measure with x amount 
for tax cuts. 

The Finance Committee eventually 
will bring back its tax bill. That is 
where the vote will come on cutting 
the taxes—not here. This concurrent 
resolution on the budget will never be-
come law. It will never even get to the 
President’s desk. He will never sign it. 
That Finance Committee will report 
back a tax bill. That is the reconcili-
ation bill about which the Senator is 
asking. On that measure, there will be 
20 hours of debate—20 hours, half to the 
majority and half to the minority. 
That means we on our side of the aisle 
will have 10 hours, my Republican 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
will have 10 hours. 

Under the act, the majority party 
can yield all of its time back if it wish-
es at any point. Let’s say just for the 
purpose of having an understanding, 
the majority party could yield all of its 
time back, yield its 10 hours back; that 

would leave 10 hours on our side—the 
minority. 

Suppose then, the minority wishes to 
offer an amendment, which under the 
act is 2 hours. Guess what? The major-
ity, let’s say, has already yielded all its 
time back on the resolution. Guess 
what? The majority gets half the time 
on the amendment that we, the minor-
ity, offer on our side. So, in effect, the 
majority could, in a certain scenario, 
end up with 5 of the minority’s remain-
ing 10 hours. 

Let’s go a bit further. The majority 
could move to cut remaining time on 
the measure to 2 hours or to 1 hour or 
to 30 minutes or to zero minutes. It is 
not a debatable motion, and it carries 
by a majority vote. 

If we were to follow the thesis that 
might makes right, a party could make 
us go to a vote without any time left 
for debate. It is a beartrap. It is a gag 
rule. Who is being gagged? The people, 
our constituents, because their elected 
representatives are being gagged. 

Enough said, in response to the ques-
tion. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, will the Senator further 
yield? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I yield. 
I ask unanimous consent, Madam 

President, I retain the floor and I may 
yield to the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the 

Senator for yielding. 
He started telling us the story about 

one of the great Prime Ministers of 
England, Gladstone—four times Prime 
Minister—who made reference to the 
Senate as a great deliberative body. 
The scenario the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia has just outlined is 
a description that could occur on this 
floor, in the greatest deliberative body 
in the world, that would foreclose de-
bate, would stop amendments, would 
ram down the throats of Senators a 
piece of legislation that would have 
far-reaching economic and fiscal con-
sequences for this Nation, without the 
opportunity for debate and amend-
ment. 

As we contemplate this prospect hap-
pening as a result of our passing this 
budget resolution next week, will the 
Senator further contemplate and re-
flect upon the history of the Founding 
Fathers in crafting this Constitution in 
the protection of the minority and how 
those rights of the minority might be 
trampled next week? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I want 
to yield the floor soon. There are other 
Senators here, including the Senator 
from Florida, who want to speak. I do 
not want to maintain the floor. 

Let me answer the Senator like this. 
One of the reasons for the Senate’s 
being is for the protection of the mi-
nority. The minority can be right. 
With respect to the upcoming Budget 
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Resolution, the minority is being 
gagged by the events that are bringing 
us up to the point of action on the con-
current resolution on the budget. And 
a part of that gagging, if I may use the 
word this way—a part of that gagging 
is that we are being forced to act on 
the President’s budget without seeing 
the President’s budget. That is a kind 
of gagging, as I see it. Senators are not 
going to be able to speak on what is 
truly in the President’s budget. 

It is a fast-track operation that 
takes away the rights of the minority. 
In this instance, it is also going to take 
away the rights of the majority Sen-
ators. They won’t see the budget ei-
ther. 

Let me leave it at that for the mo-
ment. I hope I will have another oppor-
tunity one day to speak on this. But let 
me close by saying this. The Senator 
from Florida, the Senator from New 
York, Mrs. CLINTON, the Senator from 
Delaware here—these Senators, and the 
Senators on the other side of the aisle, 
come here wanting to work for the peo-
ple, wanting to be a part of a produc-
tive process, and wanting to fulfill 
their commitments to the people who 
send them here. That is what they 
want to do. 

They must understand, however, that 
they cannot do that and achieve the 
full potential if the minority—and in 
this instance it is also the majority, 
meaning both sides, Republican and 
Democrats—are forced to debate a mat-
ter which is a revolving target. We 
can’t see it: It is here—no. It is here— 
no. It is there. It is here. It is there. We 
can’t see it. It is a budget we shall have 
to read in the dark. 

A Senator cannot fulfill his high 
ideals. He comes here with the highest, 
most noble purpose. ‘‘I do not want to 
be a part of the bickering. I want to be 
a part of making things happen. I want 
to serve my people. It is time to get on 
with the business of the people. I don’t 
want to be a part of this bitter par-
tisanship.’’ 

But how can you do what you want 
to do if you have this resolution 
crammed down your gullet because of a 
time constriction here that is going to 
be enforced and because you don’t 
know what is in that budget? Believe 
me, if you did know what is in that 
budget, it might change your mind on 
many things in that budget, one of 
which could be a $1.6 trillion tax cut. 

It may not change your mind. Sen-
ators shouldn’t have to vote in the 
dark. Senators shouldn’t have to wear 
blinders in making this decision. This 
decision isn’t just for you, or for me, or 
for my children today. It is not just for 
my grandchildren today, not just for 
my great-granddaughter, Caroline. It is 
beyond all these, because we will be 
laying down a baseline here. We are 
going to be laying down a baseline. We 
are going to be making decisions here 
without knowing what we are really 
voting on really, and that decision is 
going to affect our children and their 
children. 

We know it is going out there 10 
years, but that is not the whole pic-
ture. It is a fateful decision that we are 
embarking upon, and we are being 
forced to make these judgments sight 
unseen in many instances—a pig in a 
poke. 

That is not right. That is wrong. 
That is not just. That is an injustice to 
our people. 

Madam President, I am going to yield 
the floor. I thank the Senators who are 
here on this nice afternoon. We have 
finished our voting for the day but 
these Senators are still working. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 

President, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may proceed for such time as I 
may consume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I want to add to the com-
ments of the very distinguished Sen-
ator who has taught us freshmen Sen-
ators so much in the few short days 
that we have been here. 

If I may dare to expound upon the 
lesson that he has already taught us 
today by just underscoring the fact of 
this wonderful experiment we some-
times call a democracy is really a re-
public. The rights of the minority were 
one of the most cherished rights to be 
protected under the Constitution. That 
is why a body such as this was devel-
oped, crafted, and created by those po-
litical geniuses who, at a moment in 
history, happened to come together 
and create this government. 

For the protection of the rights of 
the minority, they clearly intended 
that whenever a piece of legislation 
would come in front of this body— 
which would be so important that it 
would have an economic consequence 
over years and years—that it ought to 
have the right of debate for more than 
10 hours. 

You heard the Senator describe how 
this tax bill may come back to this 
body and only have 10 hours of debate. 
And through the process of amendment 
it could have even less than 10 hours of 
debate. 

No one ever contemplated that a $1.6 
trillion tax bill—which all the econo-
mists are starting to tell us is really a 
$2.5 trillion tax cut, and maybe even 
more—would ever be discussed, debated 
and amended in less than 10 hours. 

That is a travesty; and, that is what 
the American people need to under-
stand is about to happen, if we don’t 
clean up this budget resolution next 
week. 

I echo the sentiments already ex-
pressed by the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia that we should 
have, as a priority—and I can tell you 
my people in Florida have clearly indi-
cated to me in no uncertain terms that 
their No. 1 priority is to pay down the 
national debt, out of this surplus, if it 
continues to exist, and if the projec-
tions are right. One projection is $5.6 
trillion. But recently that was lowered 

to $4.5 trillion. With the economy 
seemingly going in a downward trend, 
who knows what that projection of the 
surplus is going to be? 

It is incumbent upon us, as we all 
have agreed, that we enact a substan-
tial tax cut. It is incumbent upon us to 
make reasoned judgments, with fiscal 
restraint, on how we can pay down the 
national debt; enact a tax cut; and, 
provide for certain other priorities in 
this nation that my people have also 
told me that they want very much: 

A prescription drug benefit that will 
modernize Medicare; 

A substantial investment in edu-
cation, so we can bring down class size; 
so we can pay teachers more; and, so 
we can have safer schools and have 
those schools be accountable. 

My people have also instructed me 
about their concern for the environ-
ment. They want investment there. 
They clearly are concerned about 
health care; and, they want investment 
there. They are concerned about pro-
viding for the common defense. They 
want an additional investment there— 
to pay our young men and women in 
the armed services adequate wages to 
keep the quality we need in the defense 
of this country, instead of losing it to 
the private sector. 

I have mentioned a few things. All of 
those are high priorities for the people 
of this nation, and I know they are 
high priorities for the people of Flor-
ida. 

They sent me up here to exercise 
judgment about how to pay down the 
national debt, and how within the re-
sources we have, to enact a substantial 
tax cut, take care of those other needs, 
and to be fiscally disciplined in the 
process of exercising that judgment—so 
we don’t run ourselves into the eco-
nomic ditch like we did in the 1980s, 
when we were deficit financing. 

I will conclude. I have been through 
this before because I was one of the 
people who voted for the 1981 tax cut. 
It was an excessively large tax cut. It 
was well intended, but it was overdone. 
It was overdone so much so that we had 
to undo it—not once, but three times— 
in the decade of the 1980s, while I was 
in the House of Representatives. 

As a result of that, and a lack of fis-
cal restraint by the Congress, the an-
nual deficit spending—that is spending 
more than you have coming in in tax 
revenue—in the late 1970s went from 
approximately $22 billion to close to 
$300 billion by the end of the decade— 
that’s spending $300 billion more in 
that one year than we had in tax rev-
enue. You see what the result was in 
the economy in the 1980s. You see how 
painful it was to have to turn that 
around. 

Thus, it is our responsibility in the 
government of the United States to 
wisely spend the surplus. And I can tell 
you, this one Member of the Senate 
wants to be able to exercise his judg-
ment for the people who sent me here 
to be as fiscally disciplined and fiscally 
restrained as I can—so we don’t go 
back into that economic ditch. 
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I am grateful, beyond measure, to the 

Senator from West Virginia for the his-
tory lessons he has provided for us, for 
the perspective he has provided for us, 
for the knowledge he has provided 
about what can happen to the economy 
of this Nation. It is my intention, with 
every ounce of energy I have, to con-
tinue to speak out on the issue of fiscal 
discipline. 

There is a very crucial vote that is 
coming up next week on how we dis-
pose of this budget resolution, and how 
we dispose of the reconciliation in-
structions, which will ultimately de-
termine how we handle the tax bill 
when it comes back to the Senate for 
debate. 

Again, let me say, in closing, what a 
tremendous privilege it is for me to be 
a part of this deliberative body. I want 
to be a good Senator. I want to be a 
Senator who reaches across the aisle to 
forge bipartisan consensus. And that 
opportunity is either going to be there 
or not, in great measure, next week. I 
hope it is going to be a bipartisan con-
sensus. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

Mrs. CLINTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CARNAHAN). The Senator from New 
York. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in 
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak for 10 minutes each. 

The Senator is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield to 

me? 
Mrs. CLINTON. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from New York speak 
out of order and that she may speak for 
up to 20 minutes. 

Mrs. CLINTON. Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. KYL. Madam President, reserv-

ing the right to object, and I will not 
object if the Senator chooses to speak 
for 20 minutes, but I would like to get 
in the queue, if I might. Since the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
has been speaking now or has had the 
floor at least for over an hour, I would 
like, after the Senator from New York 
has concluded—for however long she 
takes—to have the right to speak or be 
yielded time for up to 1 hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from New York. 
Mrs. CLINTON. Madam President, I 

come to the floor today to speak out 
and join the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia and the distin-
guished Senator from Florida to ex-
press our concerns about the upcoming 
budget debate. 

First, I thank Senator BYRD for his 
extraordinary commitment to this in-
stitution, which is really unprece-
dented in history and is such a blessing 

for not only the institution and those 
who have been privileged to serve with 
him but for our country. And I heed his 
words seriously because he has taken 
the long view about what is in the best 
interests of a deliberative body, of this 
Senate, of a nation, that should rely 
upon the careful, thoughtful analysis 
of the issues that come before us and 
the people we represent. 

I am personally grateful to him for 
the time he has taken as my good 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Florida, referred to, to help mentor us 
freshmen Senators, to give us the guid-
ance we need to be able to do the best 
possible job for the people who sent us 
here. And it is such an honor to stand 
on the floor of this Senate, a place I 
have long revered, on behalf of New 
Yorkers. 

But I come today with somewhat of a 
heavy heart because I believe in the 
principles and values this Senate rep-
resents. I want to see them fulfilled. I 
want to be a part of perpetuating them 
into our future. 

I find myself, as a new Member, 
struck by how difficult it will be to dis-
charge my responsibilities in the up-
coming week without having seen the 
budget, without having the oppor-
tunity to debate its priorities, and even 
more than its priorities, the values 
which it seeks to implement. I do not 
know that the people I represent, or 
the people any of us represent, will get 
the benefit of our best judgment, that 
the decisions we make will be grounded 
in our careful, thoughtful analysis. 

There will certainly be differences 
among us. That is what makes this a 
great deliberative body and makes our 
country so great. We come with dif-
ferent experiences. We come with dif-
ferent viewpoints. I come as the daugh-
ter of a small businessman who did not 
believe in mortgages, did not have a 
house until he could pay for it with 
cash, did not believe in credit, and who 
believed it was his responsibility to al-
ways make sure our family’s books 
were balanced. 

I come with the belief that we had to 
go to extraordinary efforts to make 
sure our economy enjoyed these last 8 
years of prosperity and progress and 
that we could not have done so had we 
not reversed the decade of deficits and 
debt that really did undermine Amer-
ica’s capacity at home and abroad. 

So when we talk about the important 
debate in which we will engage next 
week, I think it is the most important 
debate in which I may engage in my 
entire term as Senator. It is certainly 
one of the most important debates for 
our country, and everyone who is fol-
lowing it, to understand what is at 
stake. 

This debate will set our priorities as 
a nation for the foreseeable future and 
could determine whether or not we 
have surpluses, whether or not we will 
be prepared for the impending retire-
ment of the baby boomers that starts 
in just 11 years. It is a debate that will 
certainly be about numbers, deficit 

projections, surplus projections, and 
spending. 

But I think underlying it is a debate 
about who we are as a people. It is not 
only about our prosperity, not only 
about our Federal budget—it is cer-
tainly about that—it is about who we 
are as Americans. 

I come to this body determined to 
represent the people of my State and 
our country, as all of us do. But will we 
be able to do that? We are going to be 
deciding, in the votes we cast—starting 
with procedural votes—whether or not 
our seniors will have prescription drug 
benefits. We are going to be deciding 
whether or not our children will have 
the teachers they need and the schools 
they deserve to have. We are going to 
be deciding whether we have the sewer 
systems and the clean drinking water 
that every American deserves and 
should be able to count on. We are 
going to be deciding whether or not we 
do have the resources to maintain 
America’s strength around the world, 
whether we will combat terrorism, 
whether we will stand firm with our al-
lies. We are going to be determining 
whether we make the investments in 
research and development that will 
make us a stronger, richer, smarter na-
tion in the decades ahead. 

I am deeply concerned that we enter 
this debate without the benefit of the 
administration’s budget. 

I am privileged to serve on the Budg-
et Committee under the extraordinary 
leadership of the Senator from North 
Dakota and my colleagues, the Sen-
ators from West Virginia and Florida. 
We sat through fascinating hearings. 
We listened as our defense priorities 
were discussed, as our education prior-
ities were discussed, as our health care 
priorities were discussed. We listened 
to experts from all across the spectrum 
of economic opinion and analysis. I 
found it an extraordinarily enlight-
ening experience. But we are not going 
to get a chance to debate with our col-
leagues what it is we as a committee 
should be deciding to recommend to 
this body with respect to the budget we 
will be debating. So we are flying blind. 
We are looking through a glass darkly. 
We are in the dark. 

Will this budget have the invest-
ments we need to protect child care 
and child abuse programs? The early 
information is it will not; that we will 
be turning our backs on working par-
ents, cutting tens of millions of dollars 
from child care. Will we protect our 
most vulnerable children, those who 
are abused? The information we have, 
without a budget but kind of leaking 
out of the administration, suggests 
that we are going to be asked to cut 
child abuse prevention programs. 

We also are being told that we are 
going to be asked in this budget to cut 
training programs for the pediatricians 
who take care of the sickest of our 
children in our children’s hospitals. 
These are very difficult issues in any 
circumstance, but not to have the 
chance to be able to analyze what is 
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being proposed is troubling to me. Will 
this budget ensure our children will 
grow up in a safe environment with 
clean water and clean air, with access 
to quality, affordable health care? Will 
it adequately protect our food supply? 
Every day we see a new article in the 
paper about what is happening with 
our food supply in Europe, in the 
United States, around the world. Will 
we be able to protect ourselves so we 
have the kind of reliable food supply 
that Americans deserve? 

What are we doing in this time of 
surplus to ensure a safety net for all 
Americans, young and old? The pre-
scription drug benefit that we hear 
about from the administration would 
leave over 25 million of our seniors 
without prescription drugs. I don’t 
want to choose between some of our 
seniors and others in New York, those 
who may be just a penny over the limit 
that they, therefore, won’t get the pre-
scription drugs they need. I want to 
make sure that everyone on Medicare— 
and that is what most Americans 
want—has access to those prescription 
drugs. 

To pay for the tax cut, the adminis-
tration includes the Medicare sur-
pluses. Those are resources that should 
be ensuring the solvency of Medicare 
for all Americans, totally in a reserve 
that is set off, never to be used for any 
other obligations. I believe other obli-
gations that we have should be paid for 
in the context of a balanced budget and 
not put Medicare at risk. 

The administration has correctly 
committed to doubling the number of 
people served through community 
health centers. I support that. It is a 
worthy goal. But then on the other 
hand, I understand they are doing it by 
completely eliminating the community 
access program that ensures that com-
munity health providers work together 
to create an infrastructure for care so 
no patient falls through the cracks. 
New York is filled with wonderful reli-
giously based hospitals, privately based 
hospitals that are part of this infra-
structure of care that would be left out 
completely. We also have the finest 
teaching hospitals in the world. There 
are no resources that will continue to 
make sure that they are the finest in 
the world. New York trains 50 percent 
of all the doctors in America. What are 
the plans for making sure that con-
tinues and that our teaching hospitals 
are given the resources they need? 

We are also hearing that the adminis-
tration’s budget will provide more se-
curity guards for our Nation’s schools. 
That, too, is a worthy goal. In fact, I 
was heart broken to hear today of yet 
another school shooting in another 
school in another part of our country. 
That is an issue we must address. If se-
curity guards would help, I will support 
that. But I am troubled and my heart 
goes out to the families who are suf-
fering these terrible tragedies in school 
shootings. 

I will do whatever I can on all fronts 
to try to deal with that problem. But I 

understand from the President’s budget 
that they are shifting funds from the 
very successful COPS Program that 
has really helped us drive down the 
crime rate in order to pay for the secu-
rity guards at the schools. We are rob-
bing Peter to pay Paul. Why would we 
take resources away from the COPS 
Program, where so many brave men 
and women put on the uniform and 
walk those streets, that has become so 
effective in driving crime out of neigh-
borhoods? Why would we take money 
away from our police officers and put it 
in our security guards at schools, if we 
need to do both? I argue strenuously we 
do. 

Are we being confronted with such a 
Hobson’s choice because of a genuine 
shortage of resources or are we making 
these choices and cutting needed in-
vestments simply to allow for an enor-
mously expensive tax cut that leaves 
millions of Americans out, leaves mil-
lions of America’s working families 
again behind where they need to be in 
order to make the decisions that are 
best for their families because we are 
favoring others? 

The kinds of priorities I speak of 
today, for which I have fought for so 
many years, going back to the days 
when we tried to bring fiscal responsi-
bility to our budget, when we tried to 
lower the crime rate, when we tried to 
improve health care and education and 
protect the environment, are bipar-
tisan priorities. These are genuinely 
American priorities. Child care, child 
abuse prevention, police on our streets, 
we don’t stop and ask: Are you for it or 
against that based on party? We say: 
Isn’t this something we should do to-
gether in America? 

Madam President, I hope we will 
come together once again, Republicans 
and Democrats, Americans, to fashion 
a budget that pays down the debt, 
which is still the best tax cut we can 
give the vast majority of Americans. 
That is what puts money in your pock-
et when you have to have a mortgage, 
when you do have a credit card, when 
you do have a car payment. Let’s keep 
those interest rates down. 

We have learned from the last 8 years 
that the best way to do that is to be 
fiscally responsible and pay down our 
debt. 

We need to provide sensible tax re-
lief. Everybody in this Chamber is for 
that—sensible, affordable, fiscally re-
sponsible tax relief that says to every 
American, we are going to make it pos-
sible for everybody to share in these 
surpluses. We are not going to favor 
one group over another. That is the 
kind of tax relief I would be proud to be 
part of and for which I will speak out. 

Finally, we need a budget that in-
vests in our Nation’s most pressing 
needs, not just what we see right before 
us. The fact that we should continue to 
lower class size in the early grades, 
that we should continue to modernize 
our schools, those are needs I see every 
day. I go in and out of schools. I talk 
with teachers and parents and stu-

dents. I know how much better our 
education system can be if we have 
both increased accountability and in-
creased investments. I know we have 
needs that are staring us right in the 
face that we may be turning our back 
on if we are not careful. 

I also want to be looking to the hori-
zon, looking around the corner. It is 
not just enough to take care of today. 
We have to be thinking about next year 
and the next 10 years and the next 25 
and 50 years, if we are to fulfill our ob-
ligations as stewards for our people. 
That means we cannot turn our backs 
on the demands of Social Security and 
Medicare. 

As a member of the so-called baby 
boomer generation, I do not want to be 
part of a generation that is not respon-
sible. The World War II generation is 
often rightly called the greatest gen-
eration. I am proud of the service of 
my father. I am proud of the service of 
all who came before. But they also un-
derstood the investment that needed to 
be made. It was in those years after 
that war when we started investing in 
our Nation’s schools, started building 
the Interstate Highway System, start-
ed making the investment that we, 
frankly, have been living on for the 
last 50 years in this country. How on 
Earth can we keep faith with those 
who came before us, let alone our chil-
dren and grandchildren and great 
grandchildren, if we don’t have the 
same level of responsibility? 

I think we have a rendezvous with re-
sponsibility, and it is now. If we turn 
our backs on that responsibility, we 
are going to have a great price to pay. 
Maybe the bill won’t become due until 
5 years, 10 years, maybe 15 or 25 years. 
But like my colleagues who have spo-
ken, I want to be able to say to the 
young children I meet that we tried to 
be responsible, we tried to do the right 
thing that will make us a stronger, 
richer, smarter nation. 

The American people—and I cer-
tainly know that people in New York 
who sent me—send us here to Wash-
ington to work together across party 
lines, to make the tough choices nec-
essary to move our country forward. 
That is exactly what I want to do. It is 
not necessarily going to mean that 
Democrats will support all Republican 
proposals, or vice versa. But what it 
does mean is that we will reason to-
gether and work together to do what is 
right for our Nation. I hope when that 
process begins next week we will have 
a chance to really sit down and look at 
the President’s budget, have a good, 
honest, open debate, as we just had 
these last few weeks about another 
very important matter before this 
body, and that we will honestly say 
what the priorities are we are setting, 
the values we stand for, the vision we 
have for America. 

I believe there won’t be a more im-
portant issue that I will face. I want to 
make my decisions in a deliberative, 
thoughtful manner. I want to look for 
ways I can work with my friends across 
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the aisle, as well as my colleagues on 
this side, because I want to be sure 
that at the end of the day we have done 
the right thing for the children of 
America. If we are not going to leave 
any child behind, then let’s make sure 
we know what we are voting on that 
will affect every child. 

If we can make that determination to 
work together, I am confident we can 
come up with a bipartisan, sensible pol-
icy that leads to a budget we can sup-
port. In the absence of that, it will be 
very difficult to do so, and I hope that 
certainly the people of New York and 
America understand we are trying to 
stand firmly in favor of a process that 
may sound arcane and difficult from 
time to time to understand but which 
goes back, as Senator BYRD so rightly 
points out, to people who were very 
thoughtful about how to design a proc-
ess that protected the rights of every-
body. It is not just about that, as im-
portant as that is; it is fundamentally 
about the choices we will make for the 
children and families of America. 

I know that people of good faith will 
find a way to come to a resolution 
about how we proceed next week. I am 
looking forward to that. But I do have 
to say that, in the absence of such an 
agreement, I for one will have to be 
asking the hard questions the people of 
New York sent me here to ask about 
what specifically will be done to affect 
the hopes and aspirations and needs 
and interests of the people I represent. 

So I will be guided by three prin-
ciples: 

Will this budget pay down the debt to 
continue us on a path of fiscal respon-
sibility that protects Social Security 
and Medicare? 

Will we be in a position to recognize 
that the investments we need to make 
are important investments that are not 
going to disappear overnight? 

And, at the end of the day, will we 
have made decisions that will protect 
America’s long-term interests at home 
and abroad? 

Madam President, I hope I will be able to 
answer affirmatively every one of those 
questions. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona 
yield me just a couple of minutes? 

Mr. KYL. Certainly. 
Mr. BYRD. Without the time being 

charged to the Senator from Arizona. 
Madam President, I merely want to 

take this moment to thank both of the 
Senators on my side of the aisle who 
have spoken this afternoon—the Sen-
ator from Florida, Mr. NELSON, and the 
distinguished Senator from New York, 
Mrs. CLINTON—in support of the need 
for having the President’s budget in 
the Senate before the Senate debates 
and amends the concurrent resolution 
on the budget. 

They have spoken from their hearts. 
I have sat and listened to every word, 
and I am personally grateful for the in-
sights they brought here, their dedica-

tion, their perception of the necessity 
for our having the President’s budget, 
or at least knowing what is in the 
budget before the Senate proceeds to 
it. 

Let me also thank them for their de-
sire to work with other Senators on 
both sides of the aisle, their desire for 
bipartisanship, their desire to work 
with our Republican leadership and our 
Republican Senators. Both of these 
Senators who have spoken have mani-
fested that very clearly, stated it clear-
ly, and it comes from their heart be-
cause they came here to do the work of 
the people, and they know that the 
work of the people and of the Nation 
and our children cries out for biparti-
sanship, cries out for us working to-
gether to meet the needs of this coun-
try. 

That is what they are here for. That 
is what they are here to do. I thank 
them for such a clear enunciation of 
the need to serve our people and, in so 
serving, the need to have before us all 
of the facts and details that we can so 
we can exercise judgment on both sides 
of the aisle. I thank them from the bot-
tom of my heart. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Arizona is recognized. 

f 

THE BUDGET 
Mr. KYL. Madam President, while 

the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia is still here, let me thank him 
for the remarks he has just made. I, 
too, listened very carefully to his re-
marks, as well as to the Senator from 
Florida and the Senator from New 
York. 

But I must say that I find this rather 
bemusing—if I am using that term cor-
rectly. People around the country 
might wonder why there is such an em-
phasis on, or such a concern for, taking 
up the budget. After all, isn’t it time to 
take up the budget? Indeed, in the nor-
mal course of events in the Senate, we 
would be taking up the budget about 
right now. So why is there all this ex-
pression about concern about taking up 
the budget? I suggest it has to do with 
the old phrase, ‘‘You follow the 
money.’’ 

While I came here to speak about an-
other subject, I want to speak for a few 
minutes about this subject because I 
think people across this country de-
serve to know what is really behind all 
of this talk about taking up the budg-
et. You see, the truth is, until we take 
up the budget and pass a budget, we 
can’t take up tax relief. Until we take 
up and pass tax relief, the money that 
is available here in Washington to be 
spent by the politicians will be spent 
by the politicians. So you follow the 
money. If we never take up the budget, 
then we can’t pass the tax relief. If we 
don’t pass the tax relief, the money 
that the hard-working families of this 
country have sent to Washington, DC, 
will be available for this Congress to 
spend. 

People who like to spend other peo-
ple’s money don’t want to see tax re-
lief. They can’t stand in the way of tax 
relief, which is too popular. It is going 
to pass. But they might be able to stop 
the budget from being considered, 
based upon some parliamentary proce-
dures. That, Madam President, is what 
I think this is all about. 

Let me take the four points that 
have been raised by my friends across 
the aisle in order: 

First of all, that we can’t possibly 
take up the budget yet because we 
don’t have the details of the Presi-
dent’s budget. I have in my hand a 
copy of something called ‘‘A Vision of 
Change For America.’’ The Senator 
from West Virginia will remember this. 
It is dated February 17, 1993. 

This is what the Democratically con-
trolled Senate had before it when it 
considered the budget resolution in 
that year. We did not have the Clinton 
budget. There was no Clinton budget. 

Like the first year of President Bush, 
that was the first year of President 
Clinton. It takes a new President’s 
team a little while to put together the 
budget, but that has never stopped the 
Congress from passing a budget in the 
ordinary timeframe because that is the 
first thing we have to do. We are pretty 
well stymied in all of the other things 
we have to do in terms of reconcili-
ation, in terms of appropriations, until 
we have adopted the budget. 

What is this ‘‘Vision for Change for 
America’’ that President Clinton sent 
up? It was not a budget, as he acknowl-
edges here; it was a blueprint, a vision, 
as he called it, pretty similar to the 
document the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has been referring to that Presi-
dent Bush sent up to Capitol Hill. 

It is a blueprint. It is a vision for 
what he would like to do. There is a lot 
of information in it. It is not as de-
tailed as the usual budget, to be sure, 
but there is plenty of information 
about the general direction he would 
like to take. 

What happened to this ‘‘Vision for 
Change for America’’? Did Republicans 
say: We cannot possibly take this budg-
et resolution up; we have to wait for a 
detailed budget by President Clinton? 
Actually, I think some Republicans did 
say that, but the Democratic leader-
ship said: Forget it; we are going to 
take up the budget resolution, and this 
body passed a budget resolution in a 
number of days—we are trying to de-
termine whether it was 12 or 13. It was 
a number of days, close to 2 weeks, be-
fore the real Clinton budget was sent 
up here. The Senate acted upon its 
budget resolution before it ever had the 
detailed Clinton budget before it. 

I do think it is a bit much to argue 
that it is unprecedented, that it is im-
proper for the Senate to take up a 
budget resolution when it has not yet 
got the exact, complete, detailed budg-
et from the President. We know full 
well the general direction this Presi-
dent’s budget is going to take. 

The second point is that there are 
questionable forecasts. I have heard 
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